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Romer; Prof. F. MacLeod. 
Call to Order 
The meeting was called to order at 2:05 p.m. 


Dr. O'Brien welcomed members to the first Senate meeting of the 1983/84 
session. He noted that as was usual at this time, there was a significant 
changeover in the Senate membership and consequently he felt that it would 
be useful and appropriate for members to identify themselves by giving their 
name and indicating the particular group or constituency from which the 
member comes. 


Approval of Minutes 


In response to a question concerning the format of Senate minutes whereby 
comments by individual members, and particularly student members, were 
not identified by name, it was explained that the long standing practice had 
been, in general, not to mention Senators by name, in the minutes, except in 
those instances where an individual was reporting to Senate on behalf of a 
Faculty Council, or a Senate Committee, etc. Dr. O'Brien stated that, more 
generally, the particular format of the Senate minutes was something that 
evolved primarily in the first year or two of Concordia's existence, where a 
variety of formats were tried out, some of which did not meet with the 
approval of Senate in general, and consequently were changed. Not much 
more could be said about the format, other than that this was the particular 
usage that has evolved. 


In response to a suggestion that the format should allow for the 
identification of student members presenting reports on behalf of CUSA, 
Dr. O'Brien stated that he did not think that there would be any particular 
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difficulty in doing that, provided that what was being referred to was a 
formal report or position of CUSA, as distinct from the on-going debate in 
the minutes, except perhaps the ability of the Secretary to distinguish 
between a statement from CUSA and a long speech by a student Senator. 
He felt that it might be possible to do that and he suggested that perhaps the 
Steering Committee might be asked to think a little bit about the practicalities 
of how to carry it out. 


The following corrections to the minutes were noted: 


April 29, 1983 - on the first line in the motion at the bottom of 
page 10, change Dean Breen to Dr. Breen; 
May 27,1983  - in the list of members present, on page 1, 
correct the spelling of Prof. Xistris' name; 
- on lines 14 and 19, second paragraph, page 
3, change "A '" to "A+". 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. XISTRIS, SECONDED BY PROF. 
MCEVENUE, THAT THE MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETINGS OF 
APRIL 29, MAY 26 AND 27, 1983, AS CORRECTED, BE APPROVED. 
MOTION CARRIED. 


Chairman's Remarks 


Dr. O'Brien stated that under this heading there were a couple of items that 
he intended to comment on, following which, with Senate's permission, he 
would ask Graham Martin, Vice-Rector, Administration and Finance, to 
report to Senate on a number of other questions. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the proposed building projects, after many and 
lengthy delays, were now showing signs of moving through the final stages 
in Quebec City. Significantly, both the Department of Education and the 
Minister of Education have now taken a position in support of the building 
projects and were forwarding them to the final stages of approval in 
Quebec. There were a couple of stages that the projects still have to go 
through, including the Council, of Universities for its opinion, and also to 
the Treasury Board for final approval. With respect to the latter, he advised 
that many drafts of the proposals had already gone to the Board and, as he 
understood it, the Board had now basically reached agreement on 
earmarking the money for the projects. The expectation was that the 
proposals would be presented to the Cabinet within a matter of weeks for 
the decree or order in council that constitutes the approval of the capital 
budget for all the universities. While it could not be said at this point, that 
approval has been given, because these steps still had to be gone through, 
nonetheless it was clear that after many delays, the projects were now 
moving through the final stages of consideration in Quebec and it looked 
very promising that a decision would be reached soon. 


With respect to the Capital Campaign, Dr. O'Brien advised that we were 
approximately at the point where, within the next days or weeks, etc., the 
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alumni and the on-campus portions of the campaign will be launched, as 
previously scheduled. Other portions of the campaign, which have already 
been launched, were still progressing on schedule and slightly more than 
1/4 of the objective has, at this point, been pledged and the pledges were 
continuing to come in at a reasonable pace. In summary, the Capital 
Campaign was on schedule and was doing well and indeed quite well, given 
the economic conditions under which it was being run. 


Mr. Graham Martin, Vice-Rector, Administration and Finance, advised that 
there were a number of items that he wished to report briefly on, including 
the University's financing, the Student Information System, the Shuttle 
Bus, Computers, and the Library. With respect to the finances of the 
University, he advised that the financial statements were audited and have 
been approved by the Board of Governors at the last meeting. The last fiscal 
year ended with a forty-seven thousand dollar deficit on approximately a 
one hundred million dollar budget, resulting in a cumulative deficit at year 
end, of about 2.3 million dollars. The fiscal statements would be published 
in the Thursday Report and he suggested that anyone who might have 
questions on line by line items, etc., should give him a call. Insofar as the 
future was concerned, he advised that the Government did not get around to 
university budgets before shutting down for the summer and consequently, 
no grants had as yet been passed by the Government for 1983/84. The 
University had received working papers, which were sent by the 
Department of Education in June and July, but, because of a 2 to 3 million 
dollar difference between the papers, there was no way to determine with 
certainty at this point, what the final outcome would be after it has gone 
through the system and been approved by the Government. He explained, 
however, that as of this moment, the University was facing a grant cut for 
this year, of about 4.9 million dollars, which was in line with what had 
been predicted two or three years ago when the three year budget 
compression process had first been proposed by the Minister of Education. 
In addition, taking into consideration grants to the Library, the Computer 
Centre, part-time teacher rates, shuttle buses, the University Writing Tests, 
etc., the University's expenditures have increased by about 2.2 million 
dollars, which, on the surface, would lead to about a 7 million dollar deficit 
for the current year. In actual fact, however, the University was expecting 
to receive money from the new funding formula in the order of 3.5 million 
dollars, and about 1 million dollars for new students, resulting in a deficit 
for the current year of between 2.5 to 3 million dollars and a cumulative 
deficit of about 5 million dollars at year's end. He advised that because of 
the uncertainties, it has been decided, generally speaking, to maintain all of 
the programmes and operations at a status quo level, with the exception of 
specific money for the operations which he had referred to above, i.e., the 
Library, Computer Centre, etc. He advised that a detailed review of 
individual Faculties and administrative departments was being undertaken in 
order to determine what non-salary items, which have not been indexed 
significantly in the past 3 or 4 years, have to be reviewed. With respect to 
salaries prior to 1983, he stated that the figures which he had quoted, 
assume that the University position was the one that would be adopted for 
the faculty salary settlement and that figure has been put in; in addition, for 
1983/84, the Government's salary policy, which would apply to all 


para-public and public bodies, would apply to Concordia. Finally, he 
advised that the Government was moving to unrestrict virtually all funds 
that it could unrestrict. He explained that the major source of "restricted" 
funds in the University's budget was related to research, and these would 
certainly remain restricted, but there were also trust funds of one sort or 
another and the Government was now asking that these be shown as 
"unrestricted" funds, if, in fact, the University could make a decision about 
their use. He stated that if an outside body has clearly defined that the 
money could only be used for a particular purpose, then the funds would 
still be categorized as "restricted". He also stated that there was no great 
significance to this at this time; that all the Government was asking was that 
our accounting treatment so show these funds; and that Concordia was not 
being particularly singled out but rather, the Government was concerned 
that some universities have a lot of money stashed away in hidden pockets, 
etc., and the Government was simply trying to get that shown. 


In response to a question concerning the payroll policy for the current year, 
it was stated that at the moment there was an enormous spread between 
CUFA's position and the University's position and if the arbitrator were to 
give CUFA what it originally asked for, the additional cost in this particular 
year would be in the order of 7.5 million dollars. On the other hand, 
assuming that the settlement falls somewhere between 0 and 7.5, we could 
make our own guesses as to where the budget was going to end up. 


Objection was voiced to the effect that the 7.5 million dollar figure was 
debatable. 


Concerning the Student Information System, Mr. Martin advised that 
basically we were on schedule, with some parts running a bit ahead of 
schedule and others running a bit behind. One major new development 
within the past month was the introduction of an "on-line" system for 
course changes, which was the basic module that would be expanded to 
handle "on-line" registration. In his opinion the gamble had basically paid 
off and the system was successful. He stated that there was a variety of 
problems of slowdowns on the first day of operation; that difficulties on the 
second day resulted primarily from a misassessment of the time that it 
would take for a student to be processed, 1.e., to make his or her change in 
courses; that from the third day on, the system was actually found to be 
working at capacity; and that aside from the basic lack of courses available, 
which was one of the biggest causes of slowdowns, the system worked 
well. A postmortem was now being done to decide what changes should be 
made and where the system will go for the future, all of which will be 
discussed at the Registration Committee. He advised that the admissions 
module which was introduced last Spring, suffers from slow through-put, 
the mechanics were being worked on and should be improved, but basically 
the system was working well. He also alerted Senate to the fact that the next 
stage of the module would involve prerequisite checking and he advised that 
the Registrar's Office, and others, have expressed concern over this 
particular feature. Consequently, various departments and Faculties would 
probably be contacted in order to clear up the prerequisite structure. 


On the question of computers, he reminded Senate that he had pointed out at 
the last meeting that about five hundred thousand dollars was going to be 
put towards the installation of terminals, micro-computers, etc. He advised 
that people worked very hard over the summer months on the delivery and 
installation phases; unfortunately, these were not ready for the beginning of 
classes in September, but were now coming up steadily. He also stated that 
although we were only two weeks into the term, things were looking well, 
but he cautioned Senators by reminding them of the concern that had been 
expressed last year by the Director of the Computer Centre, that even with 
all of this infusion of money, the demand might still not be met. Another 
concern of the Computer Centre, vis-a-vis long range planning, was the 
tendency of people to become over computerized in a real hurry, i.e., they 
do an application of some sort or another on a computer either in their 
homes or offices and suddenly want to give it immediately to their students, 
using the University's computer facilities. He stated that a review of the 
equipment that was brought in, would be undertaken during the current 
year, some of which was under short term leasing and could be changed if 
needs be; that IBM was suddenly becoming more competitive and have 
introduced a new discount scheme, special grants for universities, some 
interesting new hardware, etc., all of which would be considered; and that 
the Government's promise for special funding for computers in universities 
and elsewhere, was being monitored and a proposal was coming together to 
try to claim some of that money for the micro-computer networks and 
equipment in the University. 


With respect to the Library, he informed Senate that five hundred thousand 
dollars had been granted to the Library in late August or early September, 
for the acquisitions budget; that the Senate Library Committee had met 
during the summer months and has established ground rules in connection 
with that money; and that the Library did not really have the cataloguing 
capacity to handle a sudden influx of a large number of books, but that was 
considered to be a minor problem which was now being looked at. 


Finally, with respect to the shuttle bus service between the two campuses, 
Mr. Martin advised that a new evening service was in full operation, with a 
reasonable level of usage during the evening hours being maintained; that as 
was usual at the beginning of the school year, there were line-up problems, 
but statistics were now being collected and once the situation has settled 
down, a decision would be taken as to whether or not changes would have 
to be made to the bus schedules; that ID's were now being checked in an 
attempt to determine who was using the service and for what purpose; that 
one of the supplementary school buses had been stopped by the police in 
connection with students who were standing while being transported 
between campuses, but it has since been determined, in consultations with 
the Department of Transport, that the no-standing rule does not apply to 
buses transporting university students, although standees must still respect 
the white line at the front of the bus; and that there were certain 
administrative concerns such as schedules, which might be investigated 
further during the course of the year, with a view to avoiding unnecessary 
shuttling of people between campuses, e.g., students whose programmes 
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were basically located on one campus but end up taking a course on the 
other campus, etc. 


Question Period 


In response to a question concerning the registration process, Mr. Martin 
advised that decisions were expected to be made within the next two or three 
months, as a part of the post mortem process which was now taking place 
and the hope was to implement an on-line system for registration, as 
opposed to course change, as soon as possible and, without making an 
actual commitment, perhaps by next September. He also urged that greater 
use be made of the pre-registration system, noting that in general, students 
who used that system did not have problems. He further advised that delays 
which were experienced during the course change operation, resulted 
primarily from the academic advising process associated with course 
changes. He reminded Senators that the position taken both here and 
elsewhere in the University, was that academic advising was not necessary 
at the course change operation, which was basically a mechanical operation. 
He further explained that there was an advisor from each Faculty present 
where course changes were taking place, who tried to solve any advising 
problems at that stage, but if further advising was needed, students were 
sent to the departments concerned, where, in line with recommendations 
contained in the Report on Academic Advising, the necessary academic 
advising was available. Finally, recommendations contained in the Report 
on Registration and Academic Advising, would be considered and 
discussed during the next 3 or 4 months, but he stated that he would not 
commit himself to complete implementation of the recommendations, as 
presently prepared, at this time. 


Senate was advised that one of the mandates of Dr. S. Dubas, newly 
appointed Assistant Dean, Student Affairs, Faculty of Arts and Science, 

was to address himself specifically to the Report on Academic Advising that 
was approved by the Faculty Council and Senate last year. In addition, the 
Vice-Rector, Academic, Faculty of Arts and Science, would be meeting next 
week with the Dean of Division II, the Assistant Dean, Curriculum, and the 
Assistant Dean, Student Affairs, to consider how the conclusions of the 
Report on Academic Advising could be married with the recommendations 
that were now coming forward from the General Education Committee 
which has been established in the Faculty of Arts and Science. 


In response to a question as to whether there was enough information now 
available to see what the pattern of registration was for the current year and 
how this might compare to the Government's policies on the funding of 
new students, Mr. Martin advised that there was as yet no precision in the 
available data. However, initial indications show significant increases in 
Arts and Science and Engineering; basically the status quo in Fine Arts; and 
a decrease in Commerce and Administration in line with decisions that have 
been taken over the past two or three years. In addition, in general there was 
an increase in the number of full-time students and the part-time enrolments 
were either status quo or down. Overall, the head count, at this moment, 
shows about a 5.7% increase and the impact of this in terms of budget 
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requirements, would have to be worked out. He explained that under the 
Government's prélévement policy, all Quebec universities were assessed 
amounts of money proportional to their budgets, which was then reallocated 
to the universities in proportion to the enrolment increase; the same thing 
was done last year but the government did not take enough money to give 
the total amounts as determined by the formula back to the universities; we 
would really have to wait and see how much money Concordia will 
eventually receive from that pool. He further stated that at this moment, it 
may be a question of sharing the pool, in which case, if enrolments were up 
at all universities, we would end up getting less money per new student; if, 
however, the Minister of Education is able to persuade the Treasury Board 
Chairman to put more money into the universities because enrolments are 
up, Concordia would stand a good chance of getting additional money; 1 
million dollars has already been incorporated into our budget, as the amount 
of money that Concordia should get for new students. 


Senate was also advised that the question of a decentralized registration 
process was now being discussed in the Registration Committee and a 
decision could be expected over the next 2 or 3 months; that this year, in 
Arts and Science, someone with a list of faculty members available for 
academic advising in the departments, was present in the registration and 
course change areas; that students were expected to see the departmental 
academic advisor before going to course change, which was intended to be 
simply a clerical operation of adding or deleting courses as previously 
determined in consultation with the advisor; and that for the past two years, 
CEGEP students entering first year in the Faculty of Commerce and 
Administration, were required to attend an orientation or academic advising 
session before going through the actual registration process, which the 
Faculty has found to be extremely helpful. 


In response to a question concerning recent press articles on the surplus 
students, particularly in Engineering and Commerce, and comments by the 
Minister of Education about additional university funding to compensate for 
that, Mr. Martin explained that such additional funding was not part of the 1 
million dollars which he had referred to earlier; moreover, it would appear 
that what the Minister of Education was placed on the spot for, was the 
emergency nature of this particular situation, to which he responded with 
some political statements; that in actual fact, the specific quotes in the press 
related primarily to the rental of space, which he explained, was not the 
limiting factor in this particular situation, but rather it was a question of 
professors, laboratories, etc.; and that there was a subsequent article on the 
Treasury Board's intention to reduce the Department of Education's budget 
by some 245 million dollars in the next round of cuts, but he could not say 
at this stage, which of the two Government departments would eventually 
win out with respect to that. 


With respect to the budget cuts on the university system referred to above, 
Dr. O'Brien stated that it was clear that among Government Ministers at the 
moment, there were two distinct schools of thought, i.e., that such cuts had 
gone about as far as they could go and should cease, which group includes 
the Minister of Education, and the other school of thought that wants to see 
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more cuts made in university budgets, which group seemed to include the 
Chairman of the Treasury Board and the Minister of Finance. However, that 
battle has not yet been resolved at that level. 


Reports from Councils, etc. 


Prof. Giguére stated that he wished to have a motion which had been passed 
at the last meeting of the Engineering and Computer Science Faculty 
Council, read into the minutes, after which he would make a suggestion to 
Senate as to how it should be dealt with. The following was read into the 
minutes: 


"At its meeting held Friday, September 16, 1983, Council took note 
of the lead article published in the September 16 issue of The Link. 
It was clear to Council from the statement published in The Link 
article, that information confidential to the Committee (the 
Evaluation-Advisory/Search Committee, Rector, Concordia 
University), had entered the public domain. One example is the 
following: 


‘Besides O'Brien several high-profile figures including a 
federal cabinet minister and a provincial MNA have applied 
and are being considered for the position.’ 


Council unanimously resolved (with 1 recorded abstention), to 
recommend to the Board of Governors that should any information 
of a confidential nature published in the September 16 issue of The 
Link prove to be accurate, the Board should act immediately to 
disband the current Evaluation-Advisory/ Search Committee and 
begin the evaluation and/or selection process anew. 


Council asks the Senate to endorse its stand on this matter." 


Prof. Giguére stated that it was not the normal procedure of Senate, to add 
items after the Steering Committee has met and has published what matters 
should be dealt with. Fortunately, the next meeting of the Board, which was 
the earliest time at which the Board, if it chose to look at this item, could do 
so, was October 20, 1983; and prior to that point there would be a special 
meeting of Senate on October 14, 1983, to consider curriculum changes. He 
suggested that this matter be added to the Agenda of the Senate meeting of 
October 14, 1983, to be considered after the curriculum changes have been 
looked at by Senate. He also stated that he wished to strongly recommend 
that there be no discussion on this matter at all at today's meeting; that we 
refer to the Steering Committee as to how it should be handled; and that at 
the appropriate point in the Senate meeting of October 14, Steering 
Committee should have proposals as to what should be done with the 
matter. 


Dr. O'Brien stated that the above proposal fell pretty well within the usual 
ways that Senate has operated; that a report coming from a Faculty Council 
could certainly be put on a subsequent agenda for Senate; and that Steering 


Committee would normally make any arrangements that might be necessary. 
He further stated that the one point that he wished to emphasize was the 
proposal that this be added to the Agenda for the special meeting of Senate, 
which otherwise would be limited only to curriculum matters; however this 
kind of thing has happened on other occasions and if that seemed to be 
generally agreeable to Senate, he would assume that the matter was now 
referred to the Steering Committee and that that was what would happen. 


With respect to the procedural question of the report from the Engineering 
and Computer Science Faculty Council, it was stated that one was certainly 
willing to go along with the idea of Reports from Councils, but at the same 
time, one regarded everything that was said by Prof. Giguere after giving 
the report, as unnecessary. Moreover, what one disliked about his 
suggestion was that it seemed to usurp the right of Steering Committee to 
decide what will and what will not be on the agenda of the next meeting of 
Senate. It was further stated that if, in fact, this is a report from Council and 
if Prof. Giguere was now sending an item to the Steering Committee of 
Senate, which will set the agenda for the next meeting of Senate, then that 
would be fine. On the other hand, if we were saying that we have now 
agreed, without either vetting at the Senate Steering Committee or 
discussion in this body, that this is an appropriate item for discussion in this 
forum, then one did not think that that was appropriate. Moreover, the 
feeling was expressed that to go from reports from Councils to suggestions 
as to how Senate should do its business, was a violation of the procedures 
of Senate. It was stated again that one was perfectly prepared to have the 
matter sent to the Steering Committee, but not with the commitment, which 
one did not really think we were being asked to make, except tacitly, that 
this would be appearing on the agenda of the next meeting of Senate. On the 
other hand, it would be quite acceptable if Steering Committee saw fit to put 
this on the agenda for that meeting. 


During the ensuing brief discussion, it was stated that it was absolutely 
unacceptable that such an item should be automatically scheduled on the 
agenda for the next Senate meeting; that it was most unfortunate that such a 
matter should not be either commented on or debated, but simply read into 
the minutes, without any opinion or judgement on the part of Senators; and 
that, after having read the article in question on more than one occasion, one 
had failed to see anything written therein that was not, in fact, fairly public 
knowledge. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that it was quite legitimate for Senate to receive this 
information under "Reports from Councils", because the Engineering and 
Computer Science Faculty Council clearly passed this resolution and clearly 
meant that Senate be informed of it. However, he also felt that if we were 
not careful, Senate would fairly quickly, by a back door, end up in a debate 
on this issue. Finally, he suspected that there was an acceptance of sending 
this to the Steering Committee and that it would be in order if it shows up 
on the agenda of a subsequent meeting of Senate, as the judgement of 
Steering Committee indicates. Consequently, he proposed that the issue be 
dropped at this point, that it be considered as now having been put into the 
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system and that it would come back to Senate as Steering Committee judges 
best. 


Dean Taddeo reported that the University Writing Test, which was adopted 
by Senate last year, would be implemented for the first time on November 
11, 1983. The mechanics were now being worked out in coordination with 
the Registrar's Office and information would be published in advance so 
that the community would be apprised on the implementation of the test. 


On behalf of UCCC, Prof. Whitelaw reported on the GPA system, as a 
follow-up to the Registrar's report to Senate at the May 27, 1983, meeting, 
concerning the application of the system with respect to determining 
"distinctions" and "great distinctions". At that time, the Registrar had 
advised that it had been decided that the grade point average requirement for 
the "with great distinction" category, would be lowered from 4.3 to 4. and 
that GPA required for "with distinction" would be 3.7. The Registrar had 
also agreed to bring to Senate, a certain amount of data to show what the 
effects of these changes would be. The Registrar has, in fact, brought this 
data to UCCC for advice and the Committee was now working on that. 
Prof. Whitelaw advised that at the moment, the 3.7 GPA requirement for 
"with distinction", would not be implemented at this time for the coming 
year and that UCCC hoped to be able to present recommendations as to 
interpretations on the level of the GPA requirement, to Senate at the special 
curriculum meeting scheduled for October 14, 1983. 


Appointments 


Elections to Steering Committee 


Dr. O'Brien explained the membership of the Steering Committee, the 
eligibility regulations for faculty members and the election procedures. With 
respect to student appointments to the Steering Committee, he explained that 
the names are decided among the student members and presented to Senate 
for approval. He also advised that the meetings of Steering Committee were 
held on Tuesday mornings at 8:30 am, typically running to approximately 
10:00 am, and that while the rules have been that neither electioneering nor 
withdrawing a name from the ballot (document US-83-9-Dl), is permitted, it 
was nonetheless in order for individuals to point out an absolute physical 
incapacity to attend Steering Committee meetings because of conflicting 
class schedules or other inventive reasons. Prof. G.D. Xistris and Prof. P. 
Brunet, because of conflicting class schedules or other reasons, urged 
Senators not to vote for them. Senate agreed to proceed to the next agenda 
item while the ballots were being collected and counted by Mr. K.D. 
Adams, University Registrar, and Dr. P.E. Filion, Director of Libraries. 


Appointments to Standing Committees 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the appointments to various Senate committees 
were listed in document US-83-9-D2. In addition, a single sheet containing 
the names of student appointments to Standing Committees of Senate, has 
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also been circulated, which he suggested should be considered as being 
appended to document US-83-9-D2. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BRUNET, SECONDED BY PROF. 
MCEVENUE, THAT THE APPOINTMENTS TO THE STANDING 
COMMITTEES OF SENATE, (DOCUMENT US-83-9-D2, AND 
APPENDIX), BE APPROVED. 

MOTION CARRIED. 


Appointment to CCSL 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MCEVENUE, SECONDED BY DEAN 
APPELBAUM, THAT THE APPOINTMENT OF PROF. M. TAYLOR TO 
THE CONCORDIA COUNCIL ON STUDENT LIFE, (DOCUMENT 
us-83-9-D2), BE APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Revisions to Composition of the Council of the Faculty of Commerce and 
Administration 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN APPELBAUM, SECONDED BY PROF. 
BRUNET, THAT THE CHANGES TO THE COMPOSITION OF THE 
COUNCIL OF THE FACULTY OF COMMERCE AND 
ADMINISTRATION, (DOCUMENT US-83-9-D3), BE APPROVED AND 
RECOMMENDED TO THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS FOR ITS 
APPROVAL. 


Concern was voiced over the proposal to increase administrative and faculty 
representation on the Council, without consideration being given to an 
increase in student representation on Council. In addition, it was argued that 
over the past few years, issues have come to Senate which have emanated 
from the Faculty of Commerce and Administration, which were of concern 
to students including student grade appeals, summer schedules, etc., which 
might have been avoided had there been more students on Council, and one 
would have much preferred to have seen a proposal to double the number of 
students on the Faculty Council, to bring student representation more in line 
with the 1/3 ratio of student representation on Senate. 


It was suggested that the issue raised above was separate from what was 
now on the floor of Senate, the basic intent of which was simply to change 
the membership of Faculty Council to reflect the changes in the 
administrative structures within the Faculty. 


It was explained that the essence of the changes was to represent positions, 
e.g., the Administrative Director, MBA Program and the Administrative 
Director, DIA/DSA Programs were both on Council before, but the dossiers 
have been changed and the programmes were now actually being 
represented. Furthermore, two positions were being compressed into one, 
i.e., The Associate Dean, Academic and Administrative Affairs, who now 
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also serves as Chairman of Graduate Studies, and one additional faculty 
member has been added from a department other than Economics. It was 
also reiterated that basically the composition of Council remained the same, 
but the structure has changed to reflect some of the changes to the portfolios 
in the Faculty. 


During continued discussion the feeling was expressed that there should be 
more than 2 lecturers on Council, as was presently the case and it was also 
suggested that it might be more appropriate to reduce the length of term for 
lecturers, from three years to one year. 


In response to a question concerning the net change in the number of 
members on Council, it was stated that there might be an increase of one, 
which, in effect, would result from the addition of The Assistant Dean, 
Student Affairs, (Loyola Campus), which position was really to enhance the 
representation of students to Council vis-a-vis student affairs from the 
Loyola Campus. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


Administrative Reorganization 


Dr. O'Brien explained that this item was placed on the Agenda in order that 
he might report to Senate on certain administrative changes that have either 
been decided upon or are presently under consideration, all of which were 
placed before the Board of Governors last Spring. These changes could be 
placed under three headings, 1.e., the Vice-Rectors of the University, the 
organization of Arts and Science, and the organization of Graduate Studies 
and Research. 


With respect to Vice-Rectors, he advised that the Board has now made a 
decision which has not yet been implemented. The decision is to reorganize 
the existing three vice-rectorates, so that in the aggregate essentially the 
same ground is covered, but in a different way. The position of 
Vice-Rector, Administration and Finance, is basically not changed in the 
reorganization but the remaining vice-rectorships would be. Instead of two 
vice-rectors academic, as was now the case, there would be established a 
single vice-rector, academic, to whom all of the Faculties, Graduate 
Studies, Continuing Education, Research, etc., would report. A third 
vice-rector would be appointed who would essentially take over a grouping 
of activities that are related to staff and student matters, including Human 
Resources, Student Affairs, Alumni Affairs, etc. The Board of Governors 
approved this change in organization and authorized implementation for 
September 1, 1983. However, in the final analysis, for reasons related to 
the building plans for the University, he did not implement the change for 
September 1. He explained that the building plans were now moving ahead 
rapidly in Quebec City; that for the past two months the administration has 
been involved in a period of much heightened activity in terms of reviewing 
existing plans so that the University will be able to act as rapidly as possible 
once approval has been given; and that, in his opinion, it would be 
unrealistic to have the Vice-Rectors involved in that heightened period of 


reviewing the plans, and simultaneously to be reorganizing their 
responsibilities. Consequently, implementation of that change has been 
temporarily postponed but it would take place at a date which, as of this 
moment, has not been firmly fixed. 


Concerning the second topic, i.e., the matter of the organization in Arts and 
Science, he advised that this was reviewed by the Arts and Science Faculty 
Council as part of the discussions last year, which has recommended that 
there be established a single dean of Arts and Science, rather than the 
existing structure of three deans and a provost. The single dean structure for 
Arts and Science has now been specifically proposed, recommended and 
approved by the Faculty Council. This was also presented to the Board of 
Governors last Spring and while the Board, or more specifically, the 
Personnel Committee of the Board, was basically prepared to go along with 
that proposal, they have not yet acted upon it because it was felt that it 
would be more appropriate to wait until the matter had been reported to 
Senate and Senate made aware of it, since it involves an organization at the 
Faculty level. Senate was now being officially informed that this proposal 
has now been made; that it was before the Board of Governors; and that the 
Board was presumably prepared to act upon its implementation in the not 
too distant future. Since implementation will involve the appointment of a 
search committee and the procedures that go with that, this proposed 
organization would not be in place the day after tomorrow, but nevertheless 
the wheels were moving in that direction. 


Concerning the third topic, he explained that we have had in the University, 
a position of Dean of Graduate Studies and also a position of Associate 
Vice-Rector, Research, and the possibility of combining those two positions 
in the future into a single position, has been put before the Board of 
Governors. He pointed out that this was an area where there was no 
immediate rush to make the change; that the term of office of the previous 
Associate Vice-Rector, Research, ended last year; that the position was 
currently vacant and would not be filled in the immediate future; and that in 
the meantime the operation of the Research Office would continue to be the 
responsibility of Dr. Daniel, Vice-Rector, Academic. Consequently, the 
Personnel Committee of the Board has decided that it would be appropriate 
to allow any discussions to take place or any reflections on this issue to be 
made and brought to the attention of the Committee before it takes any 
specific action in this area. 


It was argued that the issue of combining the positions of Dean of Graduate 
Studies and Associate Vice-Rector, Research, was an extremely important 
topic and one that ought to be subject to structured debate throughout the 
University. It was also argued that if graduate studies and research was 
separated from either the Deans or the Vice-Rector, Academic, the Deans 
and the Vice-Rector, Academic, would be turned into administrators of an 
unintellectual nature; that it would be a profound mistake to separate out 
graduate studies from the direct responsibilities of the Dean of a Faculty or 
the Vice-Rector, Academic; and that the idea of having parallel operations, 
as if graduate studies was serious and the rest of the University was not 


serious, would be doing a very great disfavour to the Faculties and to the 
academic efforts of the whole University. 


The Chairman expressed the feeling that while it was quite in order for 
Senate to have a discussion on this matter if it wished to do so, he doubted 
that this was the most propitious moment to launch into a general debate. 
While the question before Senate was an invitation to discuss the matter, if it 
wished to do so, nevertheless, at this moment, he proposed that any 
questions or brief comments might be entertained, in order to clarify what 
has been going on, and that the Steering Committee be then asked to decide 
how Senate should deal with this particular question. 


In response to a question concerning the disposition of the issue of the 
reorganization in Arts and Science, vis-a-vis possible Senate discussion, the 
Chairman expressed the feeling that the possibilities were fairly open. He 
reiterated that the proposal has gone to the Board, the Board has not yet 
acted upon it, and did not intend to act upon it until Senate was made aware 
of it, as was now the case. It was now up to Senate, if it has any reaction to 
make, to do so. 


The hope was expressed that the matter of reorganization in Arts and 
Science would be debated at Senate, it being stated that there were different 
views on the issue in the Faculty of Arts and Science and in the Faculty 
Council; that there have been some second thoughts; that there was concern 
that the Faculty has jumped from the known to the unknown without much 
thought, in the sense that the report was on the question of one dean for the 
Faculty but there was no reference to the necessary infra-structure to 
support the concept of a single dean operation; and that there were a lot of 
people who were looking to Senate to basically have that report fleshed out 
before such a format was adopted. 


Concern was expressed over the procedures that were being followed, 
wherein questions of the most basic academic organization of the 
University, seemed to by-pass Senate or come to Senate only as an 
afterthought. It was also argued that all three topics mentioned under this 
Agenda item deserved the most serious debate at Senate, and it was stated 
that if that was not the case, one would wonder what the actual role of 
Senate was in the University. 


In response to the above, the Chairman stated that the Senate has always 
had the right to make representations to the Board of Governors on just 
about anything that it wants to. On the other hand, there were certain things 
that clearly do and must come to Senate, and others that don't necessarily 
come to Senate. Organization at the level of Vice-Rectors, was, in his 
opinion, very clearly a responsibility of the Board of Governors, and that 
was the one issue where action has already been taken and which he was 
now reporting to Senate. In addition, administrative organization in general, 
was also the responsibility of the Board of Governors and the case could 
probably be made that all three of the areas being referred to, were primarily 
the responsibility of the Board, and not the responsibility of Senate. The 
complicating factor, however, was that there were always overlaps and gray 


areas in these matters, so that what under one heading could be called 
strictly an administrative reorganization matter, also has implications for the 
academic operations. In that context, while the Board could, within its strict 
right, act in all three of these areas, it has in fact chosen not to act in two of 
them until Senate was apprised of what is going on. That brings us to where 
we are today and he did not think that Senate, without any forewarning, 
ought to launch into a debate on the pros and cons of any of these matters at 
today's meeting. Rather, he felt that it would be relevant at this meeting, to 
have some indication from the Senate which would then be picked up by the 
Steering Committee, as to whether there is a major interest in Senate in 
discussing the last two matters, or whether, now being aware of it, Senate, 
without spending further time, was prepared to let the Board of Governors 
proceed with the matter. 


It was argued that while legally the Board of Governors had the right to do 
what it pleases, nonetheless one would object to bringing such things to the 
Board without first going through the Senate; and that the Steering 
Committee should be urged, in the strongest terms, to bring these issues to 
the Senate, so that all of the implications of the various proposals might be 
brought out. 


It was stated that while it was correct to say that it was the privilege of the 
Board of Governors to make such decisions with respect to the organization 
at the level of Vice-Rectors, nonetheless members of Senate have been led 
to believe that we do have some say or at least input, into items of academic 
import. The feeling was also expressed that it would be reasonable and 
appropriate to seek the opinion and input of Senate before going about such 
a reorganization. It was further stated that the question of Vice-Rectors was 
something that touches the very heart of the academic organization of the 
University; that while the Board of Governors was indeed privileged, 
legally speaking, to act as it will, it was increasingly disassociating Senate 
from its fundamental role by taking such action; that one was deeply 
disappointed by the fact that this matter was not brought to Senate; and that 
the Steering Committee should definitely be urged to put this item on the 
Senate agenda, even if it is after the fact and a decision has already been 
taken by the Board, so that Senate would at least be given the opportunity to 
understand the reasoning behind such a reorganization. 


It was stated that there seemed to be a general consensus among the 
members of the Arts and Science Faculty Council with respect to the 
redistribution of the duties of the Vice-Rectors, when that matter was 
discussed. It was further stated that on the other hand, with respect to the 
question of the number of deans in the Faculty of Arts and Science, the 
Council appeared to have been somewhat divided on that issue and although 
at that time one had supported the proposal that there be a single dean in 
Arts and Science, one has subsequently developed second thoughts on the 
issue, some of which were prompted by the discovery this summer that the 
University of Victoria has gone precisely in the opposite direction, 1.e., 
from one dean to multiple deans; and that this was a matter that certainly 
ought to be discussed at Senate. 
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Steering Committee Elections, (cont'd.) 


The Chairman announced that as a result of the first ballot, Prof. S. 
Friedland, Faculty of Fine Arts, has been elected to the Steering Committee; 
and that it would be necessary to ballot again in all other categories. He read 
the names of the candidates still remaining on the ballot. 


It was agreed to resume discussion on Agenda Item VIII, while the ballots 
were being counted. 


Administrative Reorganization (cont'd.) 


It was stated that if the Steering Committee decides to pursue at Senate the 
two or three matters that we have been discussing, one would request that 
the other Faculty Councils and the Board of Graduate Studies be consulted 
on the question of the Dean of Graduate Studies and the Associate 
Vice-Rector, Research, prior to discussion of that topic at Senate. 


It was stated that one found it very difficult to understand what role Senate 
should play with respect to a discussion on the question of the future 
structure of Arts and Science, in terms of the Divisions and the Deans; that 
on the one hand one could see that it would be appropriate to have Senate 
discuss a Faculty-wide appointment, but at the same time one would ask 
what is the role of the Arts and Science Faculty Council, which Council, 
after having debated its own structure at three very lengthy debates, came to 
a series of clear cut but painful decisions, with a vast difference in opinion 
among two groups but with one group being in the significant majority and 
the other in the significant minority; should Senate debate this issue all over 
again and come to the opposite conclusion of the Arts and Science Faculty 
Council and impose its view on that Council, and has Senate ever done that 
with any other Faculty Council on a matter of internal structure? It was also 
stated that one remembered that at the end of the day, in the Arts and 
Science Faculty Council debate, it was suggested that Council should be 
consulted about the structure of the Faculty, in a one Vice-Rector, 
Academic/ one Dean situation; that members of the community, including 
the members of the Arts and Science Faculty Council, were invited to 
submit to the Steering Committee of Council any briefs or suggestions as to 
how this restructuring might occur; that as far as one was aware, there has 
not as yet been a single brief or written suggestion that has come to the Arts 
and Science Faculty Council Steering Committee; that on the one hand, it 
was appropriate for Senate to deal with academic matters in the University; 
but on the other hand, if the Arts and Science Faculty Council cannot debate 
with some reasonable validity and expectation that its voice will be given the 
prominence that it deserves, then one would wonder what the purpose is in 
having such a Council; that the Arts and Science Faculty Council had this 
debate in response to a request from the Board of Governors which was 
transmitted through the Rector to the Deans, which request was read to the 
members of Council as a separate issue, although it occurred simultaneously 
with the debates on the Peat Marwick and Fahey Reports; that it was made 
very clear that this was an issue that the Council was being asked to decide, 
for the future structure for the Faculty; that one did not know nor did one 


particularly care whether or not as has been stated, that some people in the 
Arts and Science Faculty Council have changed their minds, unless of 
course one could be convinced that that was the case in substantial numbers; 
that what was important was that the decision has been made and it has been 
made in the appropriate place; that the precedent of having the decision of a 
Faculty Council about its internal structure rehashed and potentially altered 
at Senate, was a bad precedent; that it was inappropriate for this item to be 
placed on the Senate agenda and one would urge the Senate Steering 
Committee not to do so; and that if individual members of Senate, or 
members of Faculty Council, wish to oppose the decision of the Arts and 
Science Faculty Council, they should report directly to the Board of 
Governors. 


During continued discussion it was stated that the debates in the Arts and 
Science Faculty Council last year extended over a considerable period of 
time and that anyone who had anything to say on the matter was certainly 
not deprived of the opportunity to do so; that comments or arguments that 
have been voiced at this meeting, including the argument that the structure at 
another university consisted of one dean as opposed to three deans, were 
precisely the kinds of arguments that were heard and debated last year in the 
Arts and Science Faculty Council; that one could give examples, ad 
nauseum, of structures within universities throughout Canada and North 
America, including the University of Toronto which has one Faculty of Arts 
and Science run by a single dean; that the Fine Arts Faculty presented its 
plan for internal restructuring to Senate last year, which restructuring 
undoubtedly caused some interesting debates within the Faculty of Fine Arts 
and insofar as one could recall, Senate decided to endorse the decision that 
had been taken by the Fine Arts Faculty Council and to recommend to the 
Board that that reorganization be implemented; that undoubtedly there were 
people present who were not totally in accord with the recommendations 
from Fine Arts; that basically the issue was that a motion that has been 
decided at the Faculty Council level, was going to be resurrected at Senate 
because there were a few people here who may not agree with the position 
that was adopted by the Arts and Science Faculty Council; that if Senate 
decides that it wants to debate that issue, one would not discourage Senate 
from doing so, since it is our responsibility as Senators to uphold the lofty 
principles of democracy in the University; that one would warn however 
that there was a real danger of opening old wounds in the Faculty of Arts 
and Science and throughout the University, by resurrecting a debate after it 
has taken place over the period of time required and after a vote has been 
taken. 


It was argued that the question of the organization of the Faculty of Arts and 
Science should definitely be debated by Senate; that Senate was supposed to 
deal with academic matters, such as curriculum, etc., and the question of the 
academic structure of the University was very much a Senate affair; that, 
when the current structure of the Faculty of Arts and Science was brought 
into existence seven years ago, the matter was debated forever at Senate; 
that Senate does, in fact, receive from Faculty Councils, proposals for 
restructuring of those Councils, such as the proposal from the Commerce 
and Administration Faculty Council that was discussed and voted on at 


today's meeting; that restructuring in the Faculty of Fine Arts, vis-a-vis its 
departments, came through Senate; that there has been precedent in Senate, 
where issues that have been passed by the Arts and Science Faculty Council 
have been redebated; that Senators should be prepared to sit through a 
debate on the matter of reorganization in the Faculty of Arts and Science; 
that Senate discussion on the matter should be approached from the point of 
view that, whatever the result, it would lead to a greater resolution in Arts 
and Science, of its own sense of identity and direction, so that in the future 
Senate would not end up spending a lot of time redebating motions passed 
by the Arts and Science Faculty Council; that the question of Graduate 
Studies and Research was a matter that touches all Faculties and should be 
looked at by all Faculty Councils and the Board of Graduate Studies; and 
that the points which were raised on both sides of the issue, during the Arts 
and Science Council debates on the question of the Faculty's structure, 
should be documented and made available prior to discussion at Senate. 


With respect to an earlier reference to the lengthy Senate debates on the 
current structures of the Faculty of Arts and Science, it was pointed out that 
at that time there were three Faculties, i.e., the Sir George Williams Faculty 
of Arts, the Sir George Williams Faculty of Science, and the Loyola Faculty 
of Arts and Science, each having opposing views as to what should take 
place vis-a-vis the future of Arts and Science and it was impossible to marry 
these opposing views and satisfy each of the three Faculties. Consequently, 
the matter was brought to Senate and Senate decided that the Deans be 
mandated to come up with another recommendation for the reorganization of 
Arts and Science. That situation was fundamentally and essentially different 
and could not be compared to the present situation where the Faculty of Arts 
and Science, which already exists, has made a recommendation concerning 
its own future reorganization. 


It was argued that all academic Deans, and not simply those in Arts and 
Science, had been involved in the discussions concerning the current 
structure of the Faculty of Arts and Science; that Senate does in fact 
consider such things as the compositions of Faculty Councils, etc., and one 
could not accept that something as important as whether there should be one 
or more deans in the Faculty of Arts and Science, should not be discussed at 
Senate, which is the highest academic body in the University; that if Senate 
goes against the recommendations of the Arts and Science Faculty Council, 
the practice has been that the matter be referred back to the Council for 
another debate; that the question of the organization of Graduate Studies and 
Research, was a matter that touches all Faculties, i.e., it was an important 
question for the whole Institution and each and every Faculty Council 
should have an opportunity to discuss and take a position on that question, 
before it is discussed at Senate; and that Senate should have been given an 
opportunity to discuss the question of the organization of the 
Vice-Rectorates and even though a decision has already been taken by the 
Board of Governors, Senate should still have an opportunity to listen to the 
reasons behind the decision already taken. 


It was agreed the matter be referred to the Steering Committee. 
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Steering Committee Elections, (cont'd.) 


The Chairman announced that as a result of the second ballot, Prof. R.O. 
Wills, Faculty of Commerce and Administration and Prof. S. McEvenue, 
Faculty of Arts and Science, have been elected to the Steering Committee; 
and that it would be necessary to have a third round of balloting in order to 
elect two more representatives, one each from the Faculty of Engineering 
and Computer Science, and the Faculty of Arts and Science. 


It was agreed to proceed to Agenda Item IX, while the ballots were being 
counted. 


Report of the Committee on the Status of Women 


The Chairman advised that the Steering Committee was proposing that there 
not be a major debate on the matter of the Report of the Committee on the 
Status of Women at this meeting; but rather that at this meeting Senate be 
made aware of the structure for the debate, to take place at a subsequent 
meeting, that was being proposed by the Steering Committee; that there be 
an opportunity for some general exchange, as members of Senate might 
wish; and that the debate would then be adjourned, to be resumed in a more 
systematic manner at a subsequent meeting. 


The Chairman explained the format for Senate discussion proposed by the 
Steering Committee, as contained in document US-83-9-D4. He also 
advised that document US-83-9-D5, contained the resolutions adopted by 
Senate last year during its debate on the Mission Study, which relate most 
directly to this Agenda item; that document US-83-9-D6 was an excerpt 
from the Act that was passed recently in Quebec, 1.e., the Quebec Charter of 
Human Rights and Freedoms, listing the specific amendments that relate to 
the concept of affirmative action; and that document US-83-9-D7 contained 
resolutions adopted by the Arts and Science Faculty Council at its meeting 
of September 16, 1983,. concerning the establishment of a Committee of 
Evaluation and Implementation on the Report of the Committee on the 
Status of Women. He reiterated that the question before Senate was not 
really to launch into a full scale debate, but rather to have some reaction as 
to whether or not the Steering Committee's proposed format for 
approaching the matter, was satisfactory. 


It was suggested and agreed that the Steering Committee consider the 
possibility of including Recommendations 50, 51, 52, and 53, from the 
Report of the Committee on the Status of Women, under item 2, document 
US-83-9-D4. 


It was suggested that Senators reread the Report of the Committee on the 
Status of Women prior to discussion of the matter at a subsequent meeting 
of Senate and that an attempt be made to secure copies of that Report for 
members who have not yet received one. 


The recommendations from the Arts and Science Faculty Council, 
(document US-83-9-D7), were explained and it was suggested that the 
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Steering Committee might perhaps give some consideration as to how these 
might be brought into the subsequent Senate debate. 


It was stated that notwithstanding the intention to concentrate the Senate 
debate on those recommendations in the Report that have to do most 
specifically with the academic aspects, nonetheless it was felt that Senate 
should be made aware of the fact that much was already being done on 
those aspects which were not strictly or purely academic in nature, 
particularly in the area of Human Resources where work has been going on 
since the Report came out, to implement those things which were readily 
implementable and also to start working towards those goals which were 
longer term. In addition, in the Human Resources area, many of the 
solutions in fact lie in the continuing progress towards a more systematic 
body of policy and practice in the area of personnel management. This was, 
in fact, already happening before the Report came out and the process has 
now been speeded up in some areas, as a result of the Report. 


Steering Committee Elections (cont'd.) 


The Chairman announced that Prof. C. Giguére, Faculty of Engineering and 
Computer Science, and Prof. T. Arbuckle-Maag, Faculty of Arts and 
Science, have been elected to the Steering Committee of Senate. 


Next meetings 


It was announced that the next meeting of Senate would be held at 2:00 
p.m., Friday, October 14, 1983, and that the regular monthly meeting 
would be held at 2:00 p.m., Friday, October 28, 1983; both meetings to 
take place in the Conference Room, Protestant School Board of Greater 
Montreal. 


Adjournment 


The meeting was adjourned at 4:15 p.m. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


